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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This action is in response to the Applicant's amendment filed on November 10 ; 
2005. Claims 1-18 have been cancelled. New claims 19-34 have been entered and will 
be considered for examination. 

The rejection of claims 3-6, 8-10, and 18 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph 
has been withdrawn in light of Applicant's amendment. 

Drawings 

Figures 3 and 4 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- because 
only that which is old is illustrated. These figures show a computer system with a 
database and software components. Furthermore, the Applicant admits that Figures 3 
and 4 are prior art (see specification page 13, lines 16-19). See MPEP § 608.02(g). 
Corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121 (d) are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The replacement sheet(s) should 
be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .121(d)) so as not 
to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the 
Examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Objections 

Claim 19 is objected to because of the following informalities: step (q) recites the 
limitation "...a educational institution..." This limitation should be written as "...an 
educational institution..." Appropriate correction is required. 

Specification 

The amendment filed November 10, 2005 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) 
because it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no 
amendment shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added 
material which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: 

Claim 19 recites the steps of conducting student transactions at both an 
educational institution and at a vendor. The Applicant's specification does not disclose 
an embodiment where student transactions are conducted at both an educational 
institution and a vendor. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

Final Rejection 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 



Application/Control Number: 09/81 9, 1 33 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3625 

Claims 19-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. Claim 19 recites the steps of conducting 
student transactions at both an educational institution and at a vendor. The Applicant's 
specification does not disclose an embodiment where student transactions are 
conducted at both an educational institution and a vendor. For this reason, claim 19 
lacks proper written description support. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 19-21, 23-25, 27-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lotvin et al. (US 5,907,831) hereafter referred to as "Lotvin" in 
view of Hager et al. (US 2001/0051901 A1) hereafter referred to as "Hager". 

Referring to claim 19 : Lotvin discloses a school commerce system comprising: 

• an electronic network (col. 1 , lines 44-45); 

• a central controller operatively coupled to said electronic network 
(Abstract; col. 1, lines 44-62); 

• software residing in and adapted for execution by said central controller, 
said software designed and arranged for 



Application/Control Number: 09/81 9, 1 33 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3625 

(a) establishing a student account for a student by a parent of said student 
(col. 8, lines 42-51); 

(b) establishing a vendor account for vendor (col. 16, line 66 - col. 17, line 
17; Figure 12A, item "25"). The examiner notes that figure 25 discloses an 
E-R Diagram that includes a plurality of vendors. Thus the database of 
the central controller has vendor account information. 

(c) establishing an educational institution account for an educational 
institution (col. 3, lines 31-45); 

(d) allowing access over said electronic network to said central controller 
by said parent (col. 8, lines 42-51); 

(e) receiving a first input by said parent of first information about said 
student including a student identification number and student password, 
about how said student account is to be funded from a third party parent 
financial institution by said parent, about spending restrictions to said 
vendor which are imposed on said account by said parent, and about 
restrictions to said educational institution which are imposed on said 
account by said parent (col. 3, lines 31-45; column 5, line 64 - column 6, 
line 5; column 8, lines 42-60; column 9, lines 22-30; column 14, lines 9- 
27); 

(f) populating said student account with said first input (col. 14, lines 9-27; 
Figure 7, item "703"); 
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(g) transferring funds from said third party parent financial institution into 
said student account according only to said first information (col. 5, line 64 
- col, 6, line 5); 

(j) verifying the availability of funds in said student account sufficient to 
cover purchase amount (col. 13, lines 37-53; col. 15, lines 2-15); 
(k) verifying an absence of said spending restrictions to said vendor (col. 
13, lines 37-53; col. 14, lines 9-27); 

(I) transferring said purchase amount of funds from said student account 
to a vendor account of said vendor (col. 13, line 37 - col. 14, line 8); 
(m) allowing access to said central controller by said education institution 
(col. 3, lines 31-45); 

(n) receiving a third input by said student at said educational institution 
over said electronic network of third information including said student 
identification number, said student password and a second purchase 
amount (col. 3, lines 31-45; column 5, line 64 - column 6, line 5; column 8, 
lines 42-60; column 9, lines 22-30; column 14, lines 9-27); 
(o) verifying the availability of funds in said student account sufficient to 
cover said second purchase amount (col. 13, lines 37-53; col. 15, lines 2- 
15); 

(p) verifying an absence of said spending restrictions to said educational 
institution (col. 13, lines 37-53; col. 14, lines 9-27); 
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(q) transferring said second purchase amount of funds from said student 
account to an educational institution account of said educational institution 
(col. 3, lines 31-45; col. 13, line 37 - col. 14, line 8); 
Lotvin does not teach allowing the student to access to his or her account at a vendor 
and conducting a transaction at a vendor. However, Hager discloses a consumer 
shopping tool that allows users to access their account information and conduct a 
transaction from a kiosk located within a vendor store (paragraph [0029]). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to incorporate the teachings of Hager into the system of Lotvin. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to allow a user to access 
their account from a remote location as taught by Hager. 

Referring to claim 20 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches that the software is arranged 
and designed for establishing over said electronic network by a parent of a plurality of 
students a common student account at said central controller for said plurality of 
students (column 7, lines 48-53). 

Referring to claim 21 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches the software is arranged and 
designed for prohibiting a transaction with said vendor based on said spending 
restrictions to said vendor (column 13, lines 37-53; column 14, lines 9-27). 

Referring to claim 23 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches the software is arranged and 
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designed for determining a student balance and transaction history of the student 
account and for allowing access over the electronic network by the parent to the student 
balance and transaction history (column 8, line 61 - column 9, line 20). 

Referring to claim 24 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches the software is arranged and 
designed for monitoring said student account for an abnormal student account activity, 
and for notifying said parent of said abnormal student account activity (column 5, lines 
20-28; column 15, lines 12-15). 

Referring to claim 25 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches the software is arranged and 
designed for transferring funds from said vendor account to a third party vendor 
financial institution (column 13, line 54- column 14, line 8). 

Referring to claims 27 and 28 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the 
limitations of claim 19 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches the software is 
arranged and designed for informing a parent about a school event based on a student 
account (col. 8, line 61 - col. 9, line 20). 

Referring to claim 29 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches the software is arranged and 
designed for storing data in an information database (col. 14, lines 9-27; Figure 7, item 
"703"). The cited prior art does not teach that the data is associated with each school of 
a plurality of schools in a school district. However, the Examiner notes that this 
limitation is not functionally or structurally involved in the elements of the recited system. 
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Therefore this limitation is deemed to be nonfunctional descriptive material. The 
structural elements of the Applicant's system would be the same regardless of the type 
of information stored in the database. The difference between the Applicant's system 
and the prior art is merely subjective. Thus this nonfunctional descriptive material will 
not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 
F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994) also see MPEP 2106. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to store any information in the database of the cited prior art because this 
information does not functionally or structurally relate to the elements of the claimed 
system and because the subjective interpretation of this information does not patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention. 

Referring to claims 30-33 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the 
limitations of claim 29 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches that the software is 
arranged and designed for receiving a fifth input of statistical information and for 
allowing access to said statistical information by an authorized entity (col. 8, line 61 - 
col. 9, line 20). The cited prior art does not teach that the database is accessible by a 
school trustee or government agency. However, the Examiner notes that this limitation 
is not functionally involved in the elements of the recited system. Therefore this 
limitation is deemed to be nonfunctional descriptive material. The structural elements of 
the Applicant's system would be the same regardless of who was allowed access the 
system. The differences between the Applicant's system and the prior art are merely 
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subjective. Thus this nonfunctional descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 
1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 
1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994) also see MPEP 2106. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have a system 
that was accessible by anyone because this feature does not functionally or structurally 
relate to the elements of the claimed system and because the subjective interpretation 
of this feature does not patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

Referring to claim 34 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 32 as noted above. Furthermore, Lotvin teaches that the software is arranged 
and designed for allowing access to said statistical information by said parent (col. 8, 
line 61 - col. 9, line 20). 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lotvin et al. (US 5,907,831) hereafter referred to as "Lotvin" in view of Hager et al. 
(US 2001/0051901 A1) hereafter referred to as "Hager" and further in view of 
D'Urso et al. (US 5,353,335) hereafter referred to as "D'Urso". 

Referring to claim 22 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. The cited prior art does not teach monitoring a student 
account to determine if a minimum balance of funds is present in the student account 
and notifying a parent if the minimum balance of funds is not present in the student 
account. However, D'Urso teaches monitoring an account to determine if a minimum 
balance of funds is present in the account and notifying the user if the minimum balance 
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of funds is not present in the account (col. 14, line 65 - col. 15, line 2). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to incorporate the teachings of D'Urso into the system of the cited prior art. One 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to prevent a user 
from drawing their account below a preset minimum balance as taught by D'Urso. 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lotvin et al. (US 5,907,831) hereafter referred to as "Lotvin" in view of Hager et al. 
(US 2001/0051901 A1) hereafter referred to as "Hager" and further in view of 
Official Notice. 

Referring to claim 26 : The cited prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations of 
claim 19 as noted above. The cited prior art does not teach the software is arranged 
and designed for determining a vendor account balance and transaction history of said 
vendor account and for allowing access over said electronic network by said vendor to 
said vendor balance and transaction history. However, Official Notice is taken that it is 
old and well known in the art to determine a vendor account balance and transaction 
history and for allowing a vendor to access a vendor account balance and transaction 
history over an electronic network. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to incorporate this feature 
into the invention of the cited prior art. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do so in order to allow a vendor to control and view its account online. 
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Response to Arguments 

The following is in response to the arguments filed on November 10, 2005. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the objection of figures 3 and 4 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. The Applicant has argued that the central 
controller and connection thereto are not prior art. The examiner respectfully disagrees 
and cites US Patent 5,862,223 to Walker et al. ("Walker). Figure 5 of this reference 
discloses substantially the same system as disclosed by the Applicant in Figures 3 and 
4 of the current application. For this reason, the examiner maintains the objection to the 
drawings. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 19-34 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Naeem Haq whose telephone number is (571 )-272- 
6758. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn W. Coggins can be reached on (571)-272-7159. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-directuspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





Naeem Haq, Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3625 



TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 



January 13, 2006 



